The rapid institutional changes taking place today, including the emergence and global spread of new institutions bring to the fore the question of how new institutions develop. From the 1990s onwards, a new technical term has begun to spread in the literature: institutional entrepreneurship, reflecting the revaluation of people's activity in institutional change. The aim of the paper is to answer the questions regarding this kind of entrepreneurship. How does institutional entrepreneurship emerge, how can we interpret and define this phenomenon? What kind of driving forces are behind it? How does it work in the real economy? The novelty of the paper is in addressing institutional entrepreneurship as the result of a special ability and activity of actors to combine different, already known elements for building up new institutions. The study introduces the characteristics of institutional entrepreneurship, using the example of the sharing economy, by contrasting sharing as an alternative to conventional market solutions. The paper also demonstrates how the institutional entrepreneurship of sharing changes its socioeconomic environment, from mobilization of unused resources through perception of ownership to the increase of the growth potential of the economy.
1.Introduction
The objective of the present study is to show institutional entrepreneurship from a nonconventional perspective as creating innovative connections between, or new combinations of existing institutions. Shane and Venkataraman (2000: 218) define entrepreneurship as such by answering the questions: "why, when, and how opportunities for the creation of goods and services come into existence; why, when, and how some people and not others discover and exploit these opportunities, and why, when, and how different modes of action are used to exploit entrepreneurial opportunities". In this paper we raise similar questions, with regard to a special kind of entrepreneurship. How does institutional entrepreneurship emerge? What drives this type of entrepreneurship? How does it work in practice? What impact does it have on its socio-economic environment?
Institutional entrepreneurship can be defined as "the purposive action of individuals and organizations aimed at creating, maintaining and disrupting institutions" (Lawrence -Suddaby, 2006 : 215) Here we leave out of consideration the formal institutions (law, regulations, etc.) created by the conscious acts of governmental players or other state actors. We focus in this paper on institutional entrepreneurship as a purposeful act of market players or other non-state actors. Though the number of articles and books devoted to the issue has been rapidly increasing, researchers are far from reaching a consensus about the basic concepts and interpretation of the phenomenon. Thus it is quite opportune to clarify some of the disputable concepts or problems in our study. In response to the issue of institutional entrepreneurship, discussed in the literature, we approach the phenomenon from a special angle. The novelty of the paper is that it treats institutional entrepreneurship as a result of a special ability and activity of actors to combine already existing resources and institutional elements for building up new institutions. The study describes the characteristics of institutional entrepreneurship, using the example of the sharing economy, by contrasting them as alternatives to current conventional market institutions. 
Institutional entrepreneurship, institutional entrepreneurs.
Before we come to the issue, we should define the essence of some basic notions occurring in the paper: namely institution and entrepreneurship, both having different understandings and definitions in the literature. In this paper we basically apply the Northian definition of institutions: "Institutions are the rule of the gamein a society, or more formally humanly devised constraints, that shape human interactions. In consequence, they structure incentives in human exchange whether political, social, or economic" (North 1990: 3) . The other crucial notion in our work is the entrepreneur. We use the concept of entrepreneur or entrepreneurship in a Schumpeterian sense: "to Schumpeter the entrepreneur is the innovator who implements change within market through the carrying out of new combinations" (Dean 2016: 28) . Similarly to entrepreneurship in general, the combination of different elements and resources constitutes the core of institutional entrepreneurship too. The Schumpeterian definition of entrepreneur is especially adequate for the subject of our paper, because the combination of the existing elements in an innovative way plays an essential role in institutional entrepreneurship too.
Institutional economics had, for a long time, focused mainly on the analysis of a stable institutional framework, and on the actors' adaptation to this framework. It presented economic players as embedded in the institutional network who consider this framework as given. "In sum, the institutional literature, whether it focuses on economics, sociology or cognition, has largely focused on explaining the stability and persistence of institutions as well as isomorphic change in fields. More recently, however, there has been interest in how non-isomorphic change can be explained using an institutional lens" (Garud et al. 2007: 959) . There were also scholars who addressed the problem in a dynamic way, analyzing and explaining the transformation of institutions. First of all, the works of Hayek (1988) , North (1990) and Nelson (2005) should be mentioned in this context. 3 But while explaining the institutional changes, they left in the shadow or even denied the active role and conscious efforts of actors in institutional evolution.
Hayek ignored the role of conscious and purposeful human actions and intentions in the institutional changes or in the evolving complexity of institutions, which he termed "spontaneous order."
To understand our civilisation, one must appreciate that the extended order resulted not from human design or intention but spontaneously: it arose from unintentionally conforming to certain traditional and largely moral practices, many of which men tend to dislike, whose significance they usually fail to understand, whose validity they cannot prove, and which have nonetheless fairly rapidly spread by means of an evolutionary selection -the comparative increase of population and wealth -of those groups that happened to follow them. (Hayek 1988: 6) North (1990) made a distinction between the formal and informal rules regarding their role in institutional changes. According to him, informal rules are shaped in an evolutionary process, and play a key role in institutional change, because they have transformed slowly and cannot be changed deliberately. Similarily to Hayek, Nelson (2005) also saw institutional changes as a result of evolutionary forces, but he considered physical technology as the main driver of institutional transformation. Oliver Williamson (1975; 1985) treated the institutional framework as exogenous, underlining the role of transaction and transformation costs in the development of new institutional forms. The common characteristic of the above explanations of institutional change is that they neglected the role of conscious human activity in creating new institutions or in their evolution. "Whereas early institutional studies (Selznick 1949; 1957) did account for actors' agency, subsequent institutional studies tended to overlook the role of actors in institutional change. According to these latter studies, institutional change was caused by exogenous shocks that challenged existing institutions in a field of activity" (Leca et al. 2008: 3) .
"The notion of institutional entrepreneurship emerged as a possible new research avenue to provide endogenous explanations for institutional change" (Leca et al. 2008: 3) . In the past few decades, researchers, especially those primarily interested in the theory of the firm and organizational studies, started to shift the focus and look at the other side of the coin when analyzing institutions. "The hallmark of institutional entrepreneurship is associated with the importance, given to the actors choices, perception, and actions in the context of change" (Drori -Landau 2011: 21) . At the same time, the passivity of actors has been resolved in the analyses, focusing on the generators of change. "Institutional entrepreneurship tends to elevate the hypermuscular, heroic efforts of entrepreneurial actors, who overthrow established institutions; it offers a counterpoint to alternative conceptualization of actors as 'passive dopesʼ, who are overwhelmed and constrained by and thus succumb to, institutional forces without hope of overthrowing or even changing them" (Raffaely -Glynn 2015: 408) . The new approach puts the stress on actors' activism, and it has become known as agency theory 4 in economic literature of the late 1980s (DiMaggio 1988).
It is not by coincidence that institutional entrepreneurship and institutional entrepreneurs have come to the focus in the past few decades. In a knowledge-based economy, activity and its subject is in general valued more than conformity and the passive acceptance of existing frameworks, just as much in practice as in theoretical research. Seeing the growing research interest in agency theory, and the rapidly increasing literature 5 on institutional entrepreneurship, many scholars consider this branch of institutionalism the most promising line for developments of institutional theory (see e.g. Greenwood et al. 2002; Tracey et al. 2011; Laksman 2015; Hu et al. 2016 ). But we also share the opinion of Laksman: "despite advances in the institutional entrepreneurship literature (e.g., DiMaggio 1988), our understanding of the dynamics of institutional change is in its infancy." (Laksman 2015: 160) This explains the lack of consensus in definition and the absence of a common conceptual framework of institutional entrepreneurship, and opens a broad space for further researches in this direction.
Institutional entrepreneurship: the relevance of the problem in the recent era
In the introduction we described institutional entrepreneurship as "the purposive action of individuals and organizations aimed at creating, maintaining and disrupting institutions" (Lawrence -Suddaby 2006: 215 (Raffaely -Glynn 2015) . It is an important element of the definition that institutional entrepreneurs "create a whole new system of meaning that ties the functioning of disparate sets of institutions together" (Garud et al. 2002: 196 In an historic era when we are witnessing genuine institutional explosions, the relevance of research focusing on institutional entrepreneurs does not need to be vindicated. "We theorize that these moments of transition, from one historical period to the next, are times when institutional stability and isomorphism may be somewhat weakened and institutional innovations may play a greater role" (Raffaely -Glynn 2015: 411 Nevertheless, in some cases the incumbents do not notice the appearance of dangerous competitors, and by the time they realize the danger, the institutional entrepreneurs have acquired a considerable market share, starting to even force them out of the market. As mentioned earlier, this was typically observable for example in the case of conglomerates.
Both the entrepreneur and the institutional entrepreneur generate externalities for others, but in the first case the externalities come from a technology, a product, or a business model, whilst in case of institutional entrepreneurs the externality is embodied in a new, more efficient institution, which gives the opportunity for the society to utilize inactive or under-used resources (Garud et al. 2007 ). This statement was proved by the historic examples too. The Dutch East India Company, for example, put in motion small capitals, which separately were unable to finance big projects of conquering Asia, ensuring the dominance of the highly profitable long- by institutional entrepreneurs decrease the transaction costs and ensure greater flexibility in business transactions. These are the biggest trumps in the competition with their counterparts.
The novel institutions created by institutional entrepreneurs often change the perception of ownership, too. This was also clearly proved by the case of the conglomerates, because the founders of conglomerates built whole company empires in lack of own property or investment capital. The above characteristics of institutional entrepreneurship may constitute enough reasons for us to turn to observing the character of institutional entrepreneurship and entrepreneurs, using the example of typical institutional entrepreneurship: the sharing economy.
We are convinced that the case of a real institutional entrepreneurship can better enlighten the nature of the phenomenon than an abstract explication of the issue.
The method of the study
The paper uses qualitative methods. 
The institutional entrepreneurship of sharing
One of the most spectacular and robust forms of institutional entrepreneurship in the last one or two decades is sharing. Institutional entrepreneurs play a decisive role in the phenomenon of sharing for several reasons. Sharing is a radically novel institution, whose initiators may be easily identified. In addition to this, sharing definitely meets the criteria of institutional entrepreneurship as described in Section 3: it has spread fast, has had a deep and wide impact, and has had a global dimension from the beginning. Showing disruptive signs, it threatens several traditional industrial branches from transportation to the catering and hotel industry to flat rentals.
Interpretation of sharing and its two basic forms
Sharing can be defined as "peer-to-peer based activity of obtaining, giving, or sharing the access to goods and services, coordinated through community-based online services." (Hamari et al. 2016 (Hamari et al. : 2047 The institution of sharing is an umbrella concept, incorporating different versions of the principle of sharing -from communities operating on purely community based principles, where participants only share the costs of the usage of their shared goods.
The sharing economy encompasses a wide range of initiatives from marginal twist to business as usual (BAU) to radical alternatives. We use the term connected consumption to describe the initiatives in the sharing economy from the consumer side. Nostalgia about an earlier era when people knew their neighbors and could rely on them, permeates the sharing economy. Connected refers to both the digital and the social aspects of these practices. Meanwhile, from the provider's side, these innovations open up a variety ways to earn income and/or increase access to goods and services. (Dubois et al. 2014: 51) Confusingly, numerous phenomena and concepts closely related to sharing appear in the literature, whose definition is not yet agreed on by the researchers. To mention just one example, we may come across the term "collaborative consumption", or, in other words, "connected consumption", besides sharing. Applying this terminology, researchers mean to shift the focus from service providers to those using the services when looking at the phenomenon of sharing.
Yet others refer to this as pure sharing, void of any business interest, and define it as follows:
connected consumption, where participants share goods mostly eliminating money or any business interest, constitutes a classical community based solution (Botsman -Rogers 2011) .
Favor banks operate on this principle, the most well-known Hungarian example being "OurStreet" (Miutcánk). The terms "peer to peer economy", "pay as you use economy" or "access economy" are also used; there are subtle differences as to their meaning, but these terms are also sometimes used to refer to somewhat different versions of sharing.
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In our paper we make a definite distinction between the two basic forms of sharing, the "pure sharing", that works without any profit or business considerations, and the mixed version of sharing, which uses the potential of mass (community), but driven by business interest from the intermediary's side. Some authors definitely separate these two forms from one another, and the latter form, namely the mixed version (like Uber or Airbnb) organized by intermediaries they do not consider as sharing. "When 'sharingʼ is market-mediated -when a company is an intermediary between consumers who don't know each other --it is no longer sharing at all.
Rather, consumers are paying to access someone else's goods or services for a particular period of time. It is an economic exchange, and consumers are after utilitarian, rather than social, value…. isn't really a 'sharingʼ economy at all; it's an access economy." (Eckhardt -Bardh 2015: 3, 2) We focus in the paper mainly on this latter, mixed version of sharing.
Nevertheless, there are instances when a situation cannot be efficiently solved, either by the market or by the state -in these cases pure sharing solutions constitute the best alternative. For example, opening and maintaining day care establishments for infants in small villages may not be profitable, nor does the state necessarily have sufficient resources or willingness to do it. In these cases the community of the parents involved may join forces and come up with a solution. Building on mutual trust, they use the resources of the local community looking after each others' children.
In part, pure collective forms of the sharing economy offer a solution for such and similar problems, as originally analysed by Elinor and Vincent Ostrom (1977) . Ostrom conceptualised this as a "common pool resources problem", 10 and, although this is a phenomenon different from pure sharing in many respects, the two do have characteristics in common. In the case of the infants nursery organized by a local community -as opposed the common pool resources -the 9 However, the establishment of a sharing taxonomy exceeds the scope of this paper. (Ostrom 2009: 435) .
At the time of its emergence people started to hype sharing, since they regarded it as a community alternative to capitalist solutions, the overture of a new social system. As Morgan according to which there is no novelty in sharing, it should be considered "business as usual".
There are such opinions that sharing should be considered merely as a digitalized marketplace that technically makes the meeting of supply and demand easier. Indeed, meeting supply and demand is not an element that emerged within the sharing economy, on the contrary, the existence of the institution of exchange dates back to prehistoric times. Occasional exchanges made between tribes, however, can be paralleled neither with the agora in Athens nor with today's global markets, despite the fact that in all of the above the meeting of supply and demand was realised. However, they do differ in numerous other aspects, as we will illustrate in Table 2 when comparing today's conventional capitalist entrepreneurship and sharing economy.
We see mixed sharing, discussed in this paper as a combination of collaborative common and conventional business solutions.
Active role of institutional entrepreneurs in inventing and diffusion of sharing
A typical example for the above mixed sharing is Uber, an alternative to the conventional market solution of a taxi. The sharing cases underpin the role of institutional entrepreneurs in initiating of new institutions, as we have underlined it in Section 2. We can identify for example the initiator of the sharing service of Uber:
In 2008 Travis Kalanick and Garrett Camp, like old pals, were complaining… how hard to find a cab when they are packed with luggage under the rain and no taxi seems to pass. They were about ways to solve the issue of finding cars at the right place, on the right time… Garrett took the lead and engineering a mobile app for the iPhone that would revolutionize the very idea of getting around. Travis joined the ride to work with him on what would later be known as Uber. Fast forward to January 2010
and Uber was already rolling a couple of black cars in the city of New York (Belarbi n.d.) .
Uber may also be regarded as an example of how institutional entrepreneurship may shake up rigid market structures, in this case that of passenger transportation. The taxi market is characterised by rigidity in most countries. Kalanick and Camp did not only carry out an organisational reform but they managed to break the conventional institutional framework that used to make the taxi market difficult to enter for outsiders. With their institutional entrepreneurship they went around the entrance barriers/requirements, just like the "inventors" of conglomerates four decades earlier. Rather than entering the field of the incumbents, and thus starting a hopeless battle, the inventors of Uber decided to establish a new battlefield out of the control of the incumbents.
Not only organizers but also users of institutional entrepreneurship belong characteristically to younger generations. This, however, also foreshadows the future, according to the results of a research carried out by Bloomberg. The study shows the representation of age groups related to the total workforce of the United States, the ratio of the given age group in total workforce indicated in blue, while the ratio of the age group working in the sharing economy indicated in orange. As seen in Figure 1 , the representation of the age group 65+ working in sharing economy amounts to only 1-2 percent of the total of those working in the sharing sector, while the ratio of those between 18-24 years of age amounts to 39 percent, despite the fact that this latter age group represents only 12 percent of the total workforce of the United States. 
The technological background: the combination of known technologies
The institution of sharing also existed earlier, but it was not widely known. Printing is often cited as a classical example for this phenomenon. "Johannes Gutenberg, the creator of printing press, utilized movable types, combined two previously unconnected itemsthe winepress and the coin pouch -to create an unprecedented invention that would make The far-reaching effect of Gutenberg's institutional entrepreneurship clearly shows the difference between simple technological innovation and institutional entrepreneurship.
Sharing as a combination in different senses
As we pointed out in the paper, we handle the institutional entrepreneurship of sharing as a combination of existing elements in many different senses. One can meet in the literature other approaches, that also put the stress on the combinative character of sharing, but they interpret it as one side of the combination, as the basis of a future new society, which has not yet been combined with the capitalist market economy. Jeremy Rifkin (2014) sees the economy of our days as a combination of the business world and collaborative economy of sharing. He has predicted that the collaborative economy incrementally may crowd out the capitalist market economy. The people will share tangible and intangible goods on the Internet. In such a world, ownership and "market value" will be replaced by "sharable value" in the Collaborative
Commons. We provide a totally different meaning for combination in the context of sharing. In our interpretation, sharing itself (at least some specific kinds of sharing) is a combination. Take The shift towards dematerialization in many segments of the economy is one of the most robust trends of the last decades, and this trend is present also in sharing. People's willingness to temporarily access goods, to have the function instead of having the goods, the "access over property" principle is an inbuilt element of sharing. It is not by accident that functions rather than material products are in the focus of sharing attempts. People need a hole in the wall rather than a drilling machine, mobility rather than a car, accommodation rather than a weekend house. This effort is in line with the knowledge economy currently becoming more and more dematerialized. Nevertheless, market players operating in the field of production of goods still want to sell cars and do artificially incorporate into their household appliances parts that make the appliances obsolete ten years later, so that the manufacturer can sell the same products to the same consumers again. This is how a market niche appeared for those institutional entrepreneurs who offer selling functions rather than goods to consumers. sharing.
An apt example for resource mobilization is Oszkar Telekocsi, a community-based alternative to taxi services, founded in Hungary. Not everyone can afford daily mobility using their own personally owned vehicle, moreover, many of those who do own a car prefer to share its maintenance and fuel costs with others, if they belong to a lower income group. The welfare enhancing effects of sharing may therefore hardly be overestimated. The comment of a member of the Hungarian Oszkar carpooling community is a typical example for this. A grandmother living in the countryside could only visit her grandchild once a month due to high travel expenses, but thanks to Oszkar ridesharing they may now see each other much more often.
However, not only the material resources are mobilized by sharing, but also the human resources as we experience in case of such services as Airbnb or Uber.
In developed capitalist economies, but often also in less developed ones, an unbelievable amount of waste is created that remains unconsumed. Inconceivable amounts of materials and energy, i.e. natural resources are used in order to produce unutilized goods, the environmental impact of which is more than worrisome. The Hungarian ridesharing service Oszkar continuously indicates on its homepage the reduction in carbon dioxide emission due to their service offered -which on the 10 August 2016 amounted to 807 179 167kg, a practice similarly applied by such emblematic figures of sharing economy as Uber or Airbnb (see Figure 2 ). But at the same time, an opposite effect is created. An increase in consumption of sharing services as a result of their affordability (compared to their traditional counterparts) results in creating a greater environmental burden, regarding both transportation and recreation. Uber, for example, increases the number of traffic jams in cities where it is available. Exchanging used clothing, sharing tools, or bicycles constitute, on the other hand, definitely "green" sharing solutions. 
. Increasing economies of scale and scope
Sharing is spreading quickly in various market segments -from money loans (Zopa, in the United Kingdom has 57,000 members), to lending used appliances (Open Shed in Australia), or to renting homes (Airbnb). As can be seen from the data below, a further advantage of sharing as opposed to traditional equivalents is that it may become a network of an almost limitless size, involving masses in the network of participants sharing their goods.
Airbnb may boast with 60 million users. It has 640 thousand hosts, 2 million listings in 57 thousand cities, 192 countries, and the service is used daily by an average of 500 thousand people (data from first half of 2016, see Smith 2017a). Even the largest international hotel chains or cab companies cannot come near these dimensions. "Airbnb's platform has scaled quickly in terms of users and numbers of transactions. A strong network effect has influenced the constant growth of hosts and guests. Through its platform, Airbnb has not just created new user behaviors but has changed the supply side of the hotel industry as well" (Henten -Windekilde 2016: 9) . In comparison, Uber has 8 million users, 160 thousand drivers providing services, and have completed 2 billion rides in total so far, with the average daily use amounting to 1 million rides.
Uber operates in 400 cities and 70 countries (Smith 2017b 
Increasing flexibility
As mentioned in Section 3, one of institutional entrepreneurship's main trumps in competition is that they offer greater flexibility in comparison with its conventional equivalents. Typical sharing services not only match special consumer needs thanks to their great variety, but also because of their availability in time, as in case of Uber, for example. The number of service providers is low in case of traditional cabs in times of day that are inconvenient for the drivers, such as late night hours, and their numbers stay below real demand, resulting in some potential customers getting no service. At the same time, Uber offers services in these periods as well. As a result of dynamic pricing, flexible harmonization of supply and demand is possible. While traditional cabs operate usually on fixed prices, Uber prices go up in busy periods, to an extent that depends on actual demand, thus reducing demand. This way the service will only be used by those customers for whom it is so important that they are ready to pay the higher prices. In other words, the match of supply and preferences on the demand side is much better in time.
Flexibility is apparent not only in the adjustment to consumer needs, but also in the personal schedule of those offering the service, i.e. the service may be regarded as a bilaterally flexible service. All aforementioned features of sharing may also be considered as combinations of some kind, as illustrated by Table 1 .
Increase of flexibility is enabled be the evaluation system, which is quite characteristic for this type of entrepreneurship. Evaluation may be mutual in some cases: not only does the passenger or the guest evaluate the service provider, but the service provider also evaluates the customer.
The continuous feedback of customers gives the opportunity for the service provider to quickly adjust its activity to the needs of its customer. At the same time the evaluation system works as a reputation and trust building mechanism between the two parties of transaction.
Sharing and its conventional market alternatives
Similarly to other novel institutions, the sharing economy has a disruptive side to it -just like all new institutions; it might force out competitors offering traditional services from the market.
Sharing in the light of traditional solutions
As mentioned in Section 3, institutional entrepreneurs reflect on new technologies, take advantage of the competitive edges, and ride the new technological wave. In case of sharing, especially in its mixed version, Uber and Airbnb, the introduction and penetration of new ICT technologies is a key factor of success. Institutional innovations are made easier to carry out because traditional enterprises often fail to take advantage of these opportunities, they do not notice the appearance of dangerous competitors, and by the time they realize the danger, the new institution has acquired considerable market share, starting to even force them out of the market.
This was typically observable in the case of Uber and Airbnb.
The institution of sharing, especially the variants classifiable as collaborative consumption, are especially decreasing the environmental burden, and foster the spread of a green attitude. In comparison with sharing, its conventional market alternatives prove to be very expensive and wasteful. As we face the threat of global warming and other environmental catastrophes day by day, it is difficult to shrug our shoulders when witnessing the mindless waste of resources and not ponder on how this could be changed. This can also be considered as a comparative advantage of sharing against conventional market solutions. As it mentioned in Section 3, the chances for institutional entrepreneurships to appear are especially big in highly monopolized sectors. This could be observed in the 1970s when conglomerates appeared, but also on the contemporary cab market, where customers encounter rigid market structures. Naturally, incumbents offering traditional services tend to attempt to maintain the status quo, and fight the spread of the new institutions with all means available. They could, however, probably be more successful in retaining their market position by adopting a different behavior. Similarly to English landlords, who became capitalists in the course of the industrial revolution, traditional service providers could undergo a transformation to adapt to the new environment. However, we can only see a few examples for this behavior.
Competitors offering traditional alternative services often attempt to annul the competitive advantage of these novel institutions by forcing them out through legal regulation rather than by innovating their own services. This can be witnessed in several countries -among them in Hungary, in the case of Uber or Airbnb. Fortunately, there are some good examples too. For example, in connection with Uber, two taxi companies from Budapest -although failing to radically change their services -had an application for smart phones developed, adopting this element from Uber. This way, they managed to somewhat make their customers experience something similar to what Uber offers to the users, at least in this respect. In Table 2 , the characteristics of sharing-based services are contrasted with those of conventional market-based services.
A crucial problem of these types of sharing is facilitating trust among service providers and their clients. This problem is especially sharp in rental markets, given the "opportunity" renters have to misuse or destroy the flats or houses. Facilitating trust is not an easily solved problem, but in online markets different trust building mechanisms have been built in earlier, on which participants in sharing transactions can rely Last, but not least, self-regulation in the sharing economy appears to be inevitable. It is more and more difficult to apply state regulation over a global economy operating within frameworks of increasing complexity. Sluggishness of state bureaucracy is in striking contrast with hectic economic changes. It is only self-regulation that may resolve this contradiction. The sharing economy is based on trust building and self-regulation, which, however, cannot mean that state regulation is altogether unnecessary. The existence of sharing, however, might also be seen as a reaction to overregulation. The strategy of states that do not live with the possibility of overregulation and only intervene to the extent that is necessary in order to cut back "wildings" might be set as a good example (Estonia is a country that follows this practice in the region).
Conclusions
The paper aimed at answering some of the questions connected to the phenomenon of institutional entrepreneurship that, despite the rapidly growing body of literature focusing on the subject, had so far remained partly unanswered. We also tried to find arguments for the relevance and timely nature of the problem.
13 According to Techopedia (n.d.) , "dynamic pricing is a customer or user billing mode in which the price for a product frequently rotates based on market demand, growth and other trends. It enables setting a cost for a software or Web-based product that is highly flexible in nature. Dynamic pricing is also known as real-time pricing."
Institutional entrepreneurships pivot around modifying existing institutions. As this is conceptualized by the so called agency theory, the role of human activity in the construction of institutions is of key importance.
Attempts were made in the study to illustrate theoretical presumptions on institutional entrepreneurship with examples from the sharing economy. This novel phenomenon spreading like wildfire probably constitutes the most significant institutional entrepreneurship existing at present. We tried to introduce sharing in a meticulous way, from different angles, making a clear distinction between pure sharing on the one hand, void of business interests and profit orientation, and mixed versions on the other, combining community resources with platforms operating on business principles.
We also tried to answer the question whether sharing such as Uber or Airbnb established by institutional entrepreneurs may be regarded as a radically new phenomenon or it should be considered merely as a digitalized market place that technically makes the meeting of supply and demand easier. While this latter opinion does exist, we, however, tried to show how agents establishing sharing economy did not only manage to carry out technical modifications in transactions, but they also had a deep impact on economic relations, on the relationship to ownership, and on the operation of society as a whole.
New socio-economic forms always have an antecedent, they always emerge as a result of the combination of already existing elements. The most important contribution of the present article to the research of this field is that it combines two novel topics, that of institutional entrepreneurship and of sharing economy, and describes the latter in several aspects as the combination of already known factors. Institutional entrepreneurship of mixed sharing mobilizes capacities that did not use to work as capital before, thus it transfers them to "quasi capital", making social loss deriving from failed transactions avoidable, decreasing environmental and transaction costs, increasing the flexibility and growth potential of the economy.
